Appl. No. 10/681,252 
Response to Office Action of September 28, 2006 
Attorney Docket No. 25748 

REMARKS 

Claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, and 14-20 presented for reconsideration and further 
examination in view of the foregoing amendments and following remarks. Claims 21 - 29 are 
newly presented. 

In the outstanding Office Action (hereinafter referred to as "the September 28 Office 
Action"), the Examiner rejected claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 10, and 14 -20 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,965,596 to Nagoshi et al. (hereinafter referred to as "Nagoshi"), and 
rejected claim 1 2 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Nagoshi in view of Japanese 
Patent 4-20 1353 A to Fukui et al (hereinafter referred to as "Fukui"). 

In the Interview Summary of November 30, 2006, the Examiner indicated that the features of 
claims 6 or 8 could be amended into claim 1, and that the features of claims 19 or 20 could be 
amended into claim 1 7, to overcome the rejections over Nagoshi and Fukui. This indication is noted 
with appreciation. 

By this Response and Amendment, 

claim 1 has been amended to include the features of claim 6, which has accordingly been 
cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer; 

claim 8 has been rewritten in independent form to include the features of unamended claim 1 ; 

claim 17 has been amended to include the features of claim 19, which has accordingly been 
cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer; 

claim 20 has been rewritten in independent form to include the features of unamended claim 

17; 
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new claims 2 1 - 28 are presented, which mirror claims 2 - 4, 1 0, 1 2, and 1 4 - 1 6 but depend 
from now-independent claim 8, 

new claim 29 is presented, which mirrors claim 1 8 but depends from now-independent claim 

20, and 

as amended, the anticipation and obviousness rejections are traversed. 
It is respectfully submitted that the above amendments do not introduce any new matter to 
this application within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. §132. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C, 102 and 103 

In the outstanding Office Action, claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 10, and 14-20 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Nagoshi, and claim 12 was rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Nagoshi in view of Fukui. 

RESPONSE 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are requested. 

In the Interview of November 30, 2006, the Examiner indicated that the features of claims 
6, 8, 19, and 20 are not found in the cited prior art. Independent claim 1 now includes the 
features of its dependent claim 6, independent claim 17 now includes the features of its 
dependent claim 19, and claims 8 and 20 have been written in independent form. Accordingly, 
applicant submits that the following claims are now patentable over Nagoshi and Fukui: 
amended independent claim 1; claims 2 - 4, 10, 12, and 14-16, now patentable at least for their 
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dependency from amended claim 1; independent claim 8; independent claim 17; claim 18, now 
patentable at least for its dependence from amended claim 17; and independent claim 20. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of all rejections are respectfully requested. 

NEWLY PRESENTED CLAIMS 

By this Response and Amendment, Applicant provides new claims 21-28, which mirror 
claims 2-4, 10, 12, and 14 - 16 but depend from now-independent claim 8. It is submitted that 
these claims are allowable at least for their dependence from claim 8, which the Examiner indicated 
overcomes the prior art of record. 

Also by this Response and Amendment, Applicant provides new claim 29, which mirrors 
claim 1 8 but depends from now-independent claim 20. It is submitted that this claim is allowable at 
least for its dependent from claim 20, which the Examiner indicated overcomes the prior art of 
record. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing, Applicant submits that the application is now in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes the application is not in condition for allowance, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner contact the undersigned attorney if it is believed that such 
contact will expedite the prosecution of the application. 
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